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To the Rev. Mr. PALMER. 



Dear Sir, 

YOU, as I foretold, have thought pro-«' 
per to reply to my letter, and, as I fuf- 
pefted, circumjianc^ have determined me to 
write you a fecond letter i and my motives 
have, I fuppofe, been the fame with thofe 
that determined you to reply to the firft* 
For I by no means think your reply to be 
fatisfadtory, and I am willing to try whe- 
ther I cannot convince you, or at leaft 
our readers, that this opinion is well 
founded, 

B Your , 
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Your treatife, I perceive, is deemed to con- 

■ 

tain the ftrength of the caufe you have 
cfpoufed ; and I think I ihould do wrong to 
flirink from the difcuffion, while I have 
any hope of prevailing upon a perfon fo 
fully equal to it, to canvafs it with me, and 
while I think there is any reafonable prof- 
pe6t, that, by continuing a friendly contro- 
verfy, any of the difficulties attending the 
fubjedt may be cleared up. The queftion 
before us is' truely momentous, the argu- 
ments that decide in my favour I think to 
be very plain, your objedlions appear to me 
to admit of fufficiently eafy anfwers ; and, 
in my opinion, it is nothing but imaginary 
confequences, or fuch as are grofsly mifun- 
derftood, at which the mind of any man 
can revolt. 

You, who know me pretty well, will not 
fay that I would flur over a difficulty by 
which I was really prefled ; and arrogant as 
you may fuppofe nie to be, you will think 
me Jincercy and that my confidence is de- 
rived 
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rived from a full perfuafion, well or ill 
founded, on a fubjed: which I have long 
confidered, and with refpedt to which I have 
formed fo deliberate and decided a judge- 
ment. 

I ihall divide my prefent letter, as I did 
my former, into diftind: heads, and fhall 
difcufs them in what appears to me to be 
their moft natural order • Iwifliyou had 
divided your Appendix in the fame manner, 
as it contributes much to perfpicuity, and 
relieves the attention of the reader. 
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SECTION I. 

Of tbejiating of the ^ejiion, 

YOU complain of me for having mtfre^ 
prefented your meanings when what 
you aflert on the occafion, in my opinion, 
confirms my reprefentation. I faid that you 
fuppofed the mind capable of determining 
contrary to any motive iv bat ever, or, as I af- 
terwards exprefs it, either without, or con-' 
trary to motives. You reply, p. 24, ** I ne- 
** ver faid, or fuppofed, that a rational being 
^* can aft without any motive, good or 
** bad I but the moft that I ever faid was, 
•* that, in the very fame circumftances, in 
*^ which the choice, or determination of 
^' the mind, was directed to one objedt of 
** purfuit, it might have brought itfclf to 
** will or determine on the purfuit of a 

^* different and contrary one," 

Now 



•> 



DOCTRINE OF NECESSITY, 5 

Now where is the real difference between 
my ftating of the cafe and yours ? You fay 
you make choice of one objed of purfuit, 
for which, by your prefent confeflion, you 
muft have hzAfome motive; and yet might 
have taken a different and contrary one. 
But how could you do this, without a£t- 
ing againfl the motives which led you to 
prefer the other ? If you admit that we ne- 
ver ad but with the Jirongeji motives, as 
well as never without fome motive (and 
one of thefe feems to be the neceffary confe- 
(jjuence of the other) you muft, in this cafe, 
have a<ft«d againft the ftrongeft motive. And, 
if for this poffible determination there was 
no motive at all (and if it was overbalanced 
by other motives, it was, in facSt, no mo- 
tive at all) you muft have adtcd without any 
motive for what you did, as well as againft 
motives to the contrary, 

I 

« 

Befidcs, what is the boafled power off elf 
determination^ if the mind cannot adually 
determine itfclf without any motive at all, 

B 3 or 
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or contrary to any motives, at pleafure. If 
this be not the cafe, it is very improperly 
^Ud/elf determination. 



S E C T I ON IL 

0/* Certainty, or Universality, as 
the Ground of concluding that any Thing 

is NECESSARY^ 

IN order, to (hew that the diftindHon be-^ 
tween certainty and necejjity^ on which 
you and others lay fo much ftrefs, is nothing 
to yourpurpofe, I obferved that all that We 
mean by necejjity^ in any , cafe, is the caufe 
of certainty i or of univerfality ; and that 
this is applicable to things corporeal or men^ 
taly without diftindtion J that the reafon, 
and the only reafon, why we fay a ftone 
falls to the ground necejfarily^ is that it con- 
Jftantly and univerfally does fb ; and therc^ 
fore that, if the determination of the mind 
be always according to motives, the" dif- 
ference 
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ference as I faid p. 23, cannot be in the 
reality, but in the kind of the neceffity, 
*^ The neceffity muft be equally ftridl and 
*^ abfolute in both cajfes, let the caufes of 
** the neceffity by ever £0 different/' 

This argument I faid you had not 
given fufficient attention to. But you now 
tell me, p. 7, ^^ You were fo far from over- 
looking it, that you regarded it as the 
bafis on which my argunient for the ne- 
ceffary determination of the mind refted; 
*' but that you confidered,'' p. 8. ^^ that 
what you had infifted on to eftablifh the 
diftindtion between phyfical and moral 
neceffity, as really replying to this very 
*^ argument," and you refer me to p, 49, 
&c, of your treatife. 

Now I have carefully read over thofe 
pages, but I am very far from finding in 
them any thing to juflify your reference. 
Becaufe, admitting the diflindtion you con- 
tend foi* between fhyjical and moral necef- 

B 4 fity. 
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fity^ ftijl it is a necejjityi and if nccefGty 
have any meaning at all, it is that, while 
the laws of nature are what they are, the 
event denonjinated neceffary could not have 
been otherwife. 

You fay, p. 50, "We may multiply ever 
** fo many other caufes, or circumftances, 
*^ concurring witji aqd leading to tji? choice 
'* that is made, it is plain they can only 
*^ operate as morale not as phyjical caufes/' 
But to what purpofe is the diftindion of 
phyfical and moral, if they be real caufes, 

when all real caufes muft, in given circum- 
ftances, produce real and ^onilant efTciSs ? 

** They may be,", you fay, " occqfionsy 
^* or grounds^ of determination, but they 
^* do not fornix or necejjitate the determi- 
*^ nation." I will allow your. language; 
JDut if, in fad:, the mind never does deter-? 
mine otherwife than according to thefe fame 
motives y occq/ions, or grounds^ there is no- 
thing in any received mode of reafoning 

that 
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that will juftify you in faying, that the 
mind, even could^ in thofe circumftances, 
have deternuncd otherwife, or that, ac- 
cording to the prefent laws of nature 
rcfpcfting the mind, the determination was 
not, in the ftridteft fenfe of die word, 
necejfary. For there cannot be any evidence 
of the exiftence of a j^ower independent of 
its known effedls^ 

In what manner do we prove the exift- 
ence oi all powers but. by their actual opera^ 
tion ? Give me, in the whole compafs of 
nature, any other cafe fimilar to this of your 
felf determining power ^ that is, a cafe in 
which we admit a real power without hav- 
ing ever feen its effects. All our rules of 
reafoning in philofophy would be violated 
by fuch a procfeeding. EffeSls are the only 
evidences of power Sy or caufes ', and the 
immediate confequence of this is, that if 
no event ever does take place, we can have 
no reafon to believe that it can take place^ 
7"his is as ealily applicable to the cafe be- 
fore 
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fore US as any whatever. Produce a cafe in 
which the mind indifputably determines it* 
felf vnthoMt any motive whatever, and then, 
hut then onfyy ihall I admit that motives 
have no neceflary influence over its deter- 
mination » 

I mufl: Aill maintain, therefore, that you 
have given no anfwer at all to my argument 
for the dodlrine of neceffity, as inferred from 
the confideration of conjiancy and univerfa^ 
iity. 

There is, I repeat it, juft the fame pro- 
priety in calling the determinations of the 
mind, as there is in calling the falling of 
a ftone, necejfary. It is not t\iQ fame lawy 
or power, in nature, that caufes both, and 
therefore they may be diftinguifhed by 
what names you pleafe i but they equally 
enfure the event \ and the courfe of nature 
muft be changed before the refults, in 
either cafe, can be otherwife than they are 
obferved to be. 

SECTION III. 
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SECTION III, 

Of the Confequence of admitting tie Cer* 
TA^TY ^f Determination^ 

WHAT you reply, to my obfcrvatioM 
concerning r^ri-^/>ffy, and the feveral 
diftinftlons of it, is fo manifeftly unfatisfac* 
tory,that Imuft beg IpaVe to recall your atten*- 
tion to the argument. I afferted that if the 
determination of the mind be, in any proper 
fenfe of the word, certain^ all the fame 
confequences, even the very frightful ones 
that you defcribe, will follow, juft as 
on the fuppofition of its bci ng necejfary ; 
for that, in this cafe, the two words can- 
not but mean the very fartie thing. 

You now acknowledge, p. 9, *' that mo- 
** ral certainty may be a real one, though 

^^ not 
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•' not phyfical," and, p. 8, '' that certainty 
^* is as different as the different caufes or 
** occafions of it/' Now I really can- 
not fee what thefe differences (which 
I will admit to be as many as yOu 
plcafe) can fignify; if, as you allow, the 
refult^ is invariably the fame. This is 
certainly a cafe to which you cannot have 
given, fufiBcient attention, or you could not 
treat it fo lightly as you 4of I fhall, therefore 
cpen^ and expand it a little for yoi}, to 
give you an opportunity of feeing more 
diftindtly what it is that you do admit, when 

you allow, under whatever difliniStion you 
pleafe, that the determination of the mind 

is certain^ or, in otjier words, definite in 

definite circumftancef. 

Every man, you muft allow, is bora 
with a certain conflitution of body and 
mind, intirely independent of his owij 
choice. The circumftances in which he is 
born, with refpedl to country, parents, 
education, and advantages or dif^vanta^es 

of 
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of all kinds, are, likewife altogether in- 
dependent of himfelf. It is no matter 
when, you fay, that hisjirjl proper volition 
takes place, for you muft admit it is, in cer-- 
tain definite circumfiances^ independent of 
himfelf. His determination, therefore, be- 
ing by the hypothefis, certain^ or definite ia 
thofe circumftances, whatever it be, it 
brings him into other, but definite, circum- 
ftances; whether forefeen or unforefeen 
by himfelf depends upon his judgment or 
fagacity. In thcfe new circumftances, he 
makes another definite choice^ or de- 
termination, concerning the new objects 

that are now before him; and this new 

determination brings him into other new 

circumftances. And thus his whole life 

pafTes in a conftant fucceflion of circum^ 

fiances and determinations ^ all infeparably 

conned:ed, till you come to the laft de- > 

termination of all, immediately preceed- 

ing the extindion of all his powers by 
death. 

Now it is obvious to afk, if all this 

be really certain^ one thing ftridly depend- 
ing 
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ing upon another, fo that there is never 
known to be any variation from it, in * 
• what does it, ,or can it, differ from what is 

contended for by the neceffarian. If I know 

« 

my own principles, it is all that I want, 
call it by what name you pleafe. You 
happen to like the word certain^ whereas 
I prefer the word neceffary, but our ideas 
muji be the very fame. We both chalk 
out a definite path for every man to walk 
in, from the commencement of his life to 
the termination of it. The path is the 
fame, drawn by the fame line, and by the 
fame rule. It is a path that you admit 
no man ever gets out of; and this, I do 
aflure you, is all that I mean, if I know 
my own meaning, when I fay he never can 
get out of it : for the laws of his na- 
ture muft be changed, fo that his deter- 
minations muft (contrary to the prefent 
hypothefis) not be definite in definite cir- 
cumftances, before he can get out of it, 
from his birth to his death. 



But 
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But you fay^ p. 9, "the power of agency 
ftill remains, if the certainty with which 
he adts be only a moraj certainty, where-- 
as by that which is pbyjical it is deftroy^ 
*^ ed/* But if you refle<3: a moment, you 
win perceive, that this is inconfiftent with 
what you juft before granted. Becaufe if^ 
in any cafe, the determination might have 
bien otherwife than it is, it would not 
have been certain^ but contingent. Cer-^ 
tainty undoubtedly excludes all pqffibk va* 
riety, for that implies uncertainty. Befides, 
as I obferved before, and I cannot repeat it 
too often, till I enfure your attention to it, 
what proof or evidence can you produce of 
the reality or exiftence of any power y that 
is never exerted. If, therefore, you allow 
that all determinations whatever are certain, 
being direfted by motives, what evidence 
can there be of a power to adt contrary to 
motives ? 

How unreafonable, then, is it to reply, 
as you do, p. 13, to your child " Do not 

I " you. 
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** you, my fbn, fee a vaft difference between 
determining yourfclf, call it certainly, 
if you pleafe, and being necejfarily deter- 
** mined by fomething elfe/' Becaufe 
knowing the abfolute certainty (though not 
neceffity) of his determination, in the cir- 
cumflances in which you placed him, you 
fhould not have placed him in them, un- 

lefs you really chofe that he fhould make the 
determination that you knew he certainly 
would make; and therefore, on your own 
maxims, you would do wrong to blame ^ or 
funijh him. 

■r 

You aik him whether " he was not con- 
•^ fcious 'he had a power of ,refufing the 
** apples ;" whereas, by your own concef- 
fion, that power could not poffibly be exert- 
edy fo as to be of any ufe to him, but on the 
fuppofition of what you previoufty knew 
did not exift,viz. a different difpofition of mind 9 
in confequence of which his love of apples 
would have been lefs, or his fear of punifh- 
ment greater, than you knew it to be^ 

SECTION IV. 
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SECTION IV. 

Of the fuppofed Consciousness of 

Liberty. 

T Defired you to attend to the phenomena 
-*• of human nature^ to confider whether 
it be not zfaSi^ that human volitions depend 
upon the previous diipofition of their minds 
and the circumftances in which they are 
placed, in order to determine whether their 
volitions are not invariably according to thofe 
circumjlances I and therefore whether, in 
propriety of language, it fhould not be faid 
that they are always, and neceflarily, de^ 
terminedby thofe circumftances,or motives. 
You reply, p. 22, "if the phenomena of 
" human nature are to determine the quef^ 

a 

** tion, we muft certainly include the 
** whole phenomena, one of which is, that 

C *' let 
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** let adions be ever fo definite in definite 
" circumftances, they are ftill confcious 
** of having it in their power to deter- 
*' mine otherwife than they actually did/' 
now I am furprifed that you fhould not have 
been aware, that this is direftly inconfiilent 
with your own fuppofition, viz, the deter- 
mination being definite^ for if it might 
have been otherwife y it would have been 
indefinite. No man can be confcious of an 
impojjibility . If, therefore, the real phe- 
nomena, exclufive of all pretended confci- 
oufnefs, are in favour of our volitions being 
definite, all pojjibility of their being inde- 
finite is neccffarily excluded; fo that they 
could not have been different from what 
they actually are, in any given circum- 
ftances. 

Befides, refled: a little what is it of which 
we can be confcious ; for confcioufnefs has 
its limits, as well as other things. It is 
not that, with the fame difpofition of mind 
and. in the fame circumftances, the deter* 

mination 
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mination might have been different. This 
is a manifeft fallacy. All that, in the nature 
of things, we can be confcious of, is that had 
we been differently difpofed, we might have 
adted differently; that nothing but our 
own will J or pleafure, prevented our adting 
differently; which you know is not at all 
contrary to any thing contended for by 
neceffarians. Gonfider particularly my 
Additional Illuftrations, p. 286, &c. 



SECTION V. 

Of the Difference between the Will and the 

Judgment. 

IN the paffage to which you have now 
referred me, in your former trcatife, p. 50, 
you lay great flrefs on the effentiaL differ- 
ence between the nature of the will, and 
that of tht judgment. ^* The will, you fay, 

C 2 ** implies 
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implies, in its very nature, a freedom 
from all controlling neceflary influence. 
It is the power of Jelf determination be- 
longing to an agent, the phyfical inde- 
pendency of which on any thing foreign 
to itfelf makes it to be what it is, or 
conflitutes its very eflfcnce. The differ- 
ent mode of operation belonging to the 
will,'* p. 52, "as diilindt from the 
othei: faculties of the mind, arifes out 
of its different nature. The will is an 
independent, aftive principle, or faculty. 
The other faculties are dependent .and 
merely paflive, &c." 



Now I rather wonder that, in all this 
loftinefs of language, you {hould not have 
perceived, that you are taking for granted 
the very thing in difpute. If we judge of 
the powers and faculties of man by his 
aSlions (and what can we reafon but from 
what we knawj we muft conclude that he 
is not poiTeffed of any fuch faculty as you 
defcribc. On the contrary, we fee all men 

without 
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without exception, driven to and fro, juft 
as their circumftances and motives impel 
them, without ever once exerting (as far • 
as appears) a fingle ad: of proper felf de- 
termination. In all cafes of fufficient mag- 
nitude, and in which there is fufficient op- 
portunity given us to examine them, we 
fee very plainly, that men are aftuated by 
very determinate motives ; and we are here, 

as in other fimilar cafes, authorized to 
judge of obfcure cafes by thofe which are 

more diftind: and evident, of the fame kind, 

Befides, fo far am I from perceiving any 
fuch eifential difference as you defcribe be- 
tween the will and the judgment^ that I 
perceive a remarkable refemblance between 
them, and in that very refped: in which 
you ftate them to differ the moft. Does 
f he judgment decide according to the ap- 
pearance of objeds ? So does the will i and 
if we confult fad:, in no other way ; info- 
much, that the will it/elf^ exclufive of the 
aSiionsy or motions ^ that follow the will, may 

C 3 not 
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not be improperly called z particular judg^ 
menty deciding on the prefer ablenefs of ob- 
jects, according to their appearances, which 
are often very deceitful. For, judging by 
whatever rule you pleafe, whatever objedt, 
at the moment of determination, appears 
preferable^ that we always chufe. If, there- 
fore, as I have faid before, there be a 
power of felf determination in the will, I 
I fhould exped: to find the fame in the 
judgment alfo, and if you will diftinguifti 
them, in the judgment preferably to the 
will ; if that may be called judgment which 
decides f,xh.o* concerning iht preferablenefs o£ 
objedls. And there is no reafon why this 
ihould not be the province of judgment, 
properly fo called, as well as that of decid- 
ing concernring the truth of objedts. 

You objed: to the conclufivenefs of my 

reafoning, p. i8, to prove that from one 

of your arguments it would follow that 

judgment and i:olition were the fame thing, 

and the fame with the circulation of the 

I bloody 
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bloidj &c. fuppofiiig that it goes on the icjea 
of judgment being an aB of the mind, only 
in the popular fenfe of the word. Now I 
will (hew you that my inference was truly 
drawh, independent of any fuch definition 
of the word, as will appear by leaving out 
the word aSi altogether. You will then fay, 
p, 80, " Can that be truly faid to be my 
volitiony which is produced hy fomething 
over which I had no power. Gn that 
ground, every thing that takes place in 
my body, as well as in my mindj may, 
with equal propriety, be called my vo- 
^^ lition; and fp the circulation of the blood, 
" 2ind the pul/ation of the heart, iBCi^j, with 
** equal reafon, be called my volitions/' 

The medium of your proof, or the mid-' 
die term in your fyllogifm, is not an aSi, 
hxxt fomething over which we have no power. 
But, though the circulation of the blood, &c. 
fhould, upon the doftrine of neceflity, agree 
with volition, in being a thing over which 
we have no power, it does not, in that 

C 4 refpedi:. 
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refped:, agree with volition only, but with 
judgment alfo, and every other afFedlion of 
.the mind. 

I may perhaps make the inconclufivenefs 
of your argument more apparent, by reduc- 
ing it to the form oi 2iJyllogifm, and framing 
another exactly fimilar to it. Your argument 
will then ftand as follows. ** According to 
*' the neceflarians, 

** Volition is a thing over which a man 

^* has no power. 
*^ But the pulfation of the heart is a 

^* thing over which a man has no 

*^ power. 
** Ergo, The pulfation of the heart is a 
volition •'* 

A fyllogifm exacStly parallel to this of 
yours is the following : 

A goofc is an animal that has two feet. 
But a man is an animal that has two 

feet. 
Ergo, A man is a goofe. 

But 
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I am forry to have occafion to recall 
to your attention the firft principles of 
logick, but it is plain you had over- 
looked them, when you thought you had 
reduced the neceffarian to acknowledge that, 
on his principles, the circulation of the blood, 
and thtpulfationofthe hearty muft be termed 
volitions. You meant to turn our princi- 
ples into ridicule, and muft take the con- 

fequence if the ridicule rebound upon your- 
felf. You certainly had the merit of 
attempting fomething new in this, but 
there is always fome hazard in attempting 
novelties. 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Arglitnent from thefuppofed Conse- 
quences of the DoBrine of Neceffity. 

TO my objeftion to your reafoning 
from the confequences of the dodtrine 
of neceffity, you reply, p. 4, " There are con- 
*' fequences that feem greatly to out weigh 
** all fpeculative reafonings of every fort 
** which can be thought of, and incon- 
** teftably prove that the doftrine which 
** fuch confequences attend is not and 
^* cannot be, true/' You add, that Dr, 
Watts recommends the mode of arguing 
from confequences, and that I myfelf have 
adopted it. 

Now this, fir, you do without making 
proper diJiinSfionsy which Dr. Watts, ii> 

the 
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the very paflage which you have quoted, 
jnight have taught you to nxake. He fays, 
that *' the falfe proportion muft be re- 
*' fut^d by ihewisg that an evident falfe-- 
*V hood^ ox abfurdityyrwxW follow from it/* 
which is the very thing that I did, whjeu 
I fhewed that, in confequence of ad- 
mitting your dodtrine pf liberty, you muft 
fuppofe that effects take place without ade- 
quate caufejs^ and that the Divine Being 
could have no prefcience of human a<Sions, 
which the fcriptures eyery where fupppfe^ 
On the other hand, the confequence^ that 
you draw from the doctrine of neceility 
only relate to things that yon diflike^ and 
abhor ^ and which have nothing to do with 
truths . 

Shew me that any falfehood^ or abfur- 
dity^ as Dr. Watts fays, follows from the 
doftrine of neceffity, and I fhall not then 
fay, that we muft acquiefce in it, and make the 
bejl we can of it. For it is abfolutely im- 
poffible to acquiefce in an acknowledged 

falfehood 
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falfehood, as we may. • in a thing that wc 
merely cannot retijh. With refpedt to all 
things that merely exite difguft, befides that 
it may be conceived,, that the difguft may be 
ill founded (and in this cafe it appears to 
me to be manifcftly fo) it is well known 
that there are many truths^ and valuable 
ones too, that are ungrateful^ efpecially at 
the firft propofal. 

Now I challenge you to fhew that any 
proper falfehoody or abfurdity^ will follow 
from the principles of neccflity, a thing 
that I do pretend to with refpetft to the 
doctrine of liberty. And do not any more 
fay, as you do now, p. 6, that *^ it is in 
^* the fame way of reafoning with that 
** which I have ufed,'* that you have en- 
deavoured to fupport the dodtrine of li- 
berty. By this time, I hope, you fee there 
is a great difference between the two cafes. 



SECTION VII. 
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SECTION VII. 

Of the Moral Influence of the DoSlrine ^ 

of Neceffity. 

XT^OU complain, but very unjuftly, of 
^ my mode of reafoning, when I en- 
deavour to undermine all that you have urged 
on the fubje<ft of the dangerous confequences 
of the doctrine of neceffity. Your meaning, 
you fay, p. 17, was ^* that it tends to in- 
•* difpofe a perfon for virtuous a<Stivity, 
*^ and felf command, but that you fup- 
^* pofe the neceffarian to be adlive enough 
** in gratifying his irregular and vicious 
*^ inclinationa." Now I had no doubt of 
your willingnefs to make a diftinftion in 
this cafe, that is, to make the neceiTarian 
indolent to good, and at the fame time aSiive 

to 
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SECTION VIII. 

Mifcellaneous Obfervations. 

YOU eagerly catch, p. 27, at a cafual, 
and as you think, an improper expref- 

fion of mine, when I faid that *• the origin 

** of aftion, or of felf determination, is 

** the fame as the origin of the deity, con- 

** cerning which we know nothing at all," 

as if I really fuppofed the deity to have had 

an origin, or a beginning. Whereas, be- 

fides that you well know that I fuppqfe„ 

juftas much as yourfclf, that the deity is 

properly uncaufed, and confequently had no 

origin^ and therefore that it could be no 

more than an inadvertent expreflion that you 

had got hold of, I have, in fad:, faid the fame 

thing in this very place, viz. that proper 

aftion, or felf determination, can have no 

beginning, becaiife it muft have commenced 

with the deity, who had none. This triumph 

Qf 



t>ocrtiiut oP KiCES8if Y, -33 

% 

Jrourt^ df which you fcem willing to fiiaki 
Co much, is, indeed premature. 

« . • • • . 1 
If,, in maintaining an opinion common to 

myfelf and Dr. Price, I fliould have faid, 
that " the commencement of the creatiod 
•* was the fame with that of the deity him* 
** felf ;** would not the obvious conftruftion 
have been, not that they both had a begin- 
ning, but that neitier of them had any ? 
In this cafe, alfo, I am juft as far from in- 
timating, in the mod: diAant manner, that 
it was even pojfible fw the deity to have 
had any origin. I muft fay that this con- 
ftruftion of my words is very extraor- 
dinary. 

You charge me, p, 33, with, having 
mif-ftated Dr. Price's opinion on the fub- 
je€t of liberty, as well as your own 5 but, 
though I am not fenfible of having made 
any miftakc in this refpeft, it is not a point 
that I choofe to difcufs with^^//. It is fuf- 
ficicnt for mv prefent purpofe> if I truly 

D flate. 
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ftate, and fully refute, your opinion on the 
fubje^. 

Here you muft give me leave to oblerve, 
that it was very improper, on feveral ac- 
counts, to add the name of Dr. Price to 
thofe of Locke, WoUafton, Clarke, and 
Fofter, as authorities in favour of the doc- 
trine of liberty, for whom I ought to have 
had a greater reverence. I alfo could muf* 
ter up a lift of very refpeftable authorities, 
fuch as Collins, Leibnitz, Hutchefon, Ed- 
wards, Hartley, &c. but, for obvious rea- 
fons, I fhould have chofen to have confiiied 
it to the dead^ and fhould have omitted the 
livings efpecially the man with whom my 
antagonift had a public and truly amicable 
controverfy on ihe fubjeft. Dr, Price, 
however, I am well perfuaded, believes that 
my refped for him is not lefs than yours, 
iiotwithftanding I may imagine that his 
eye, though much ftronger than mine, is 
not able to fee through fome little cloud 
that happens to hang between it and this 

particular fubje£t« 

Were 
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Were I to fct about it, I fliould not 
doubt but that, though I cannot fay nos 
turbafumus^ 1 could draw out a very decent 
lift of living authorities in favour of the 
dodlrine of neceffity, confifting of perfons 
whofe ability^ virtue^ and I will add aSHmity 
too, you would not queftion. And were 
we to leave out thofe who would not pre- 
tend to have properly Jiudied the fubjeA, 
and therefore could not be faid to give a 
vote, except by proxy ^ my lift, among men 
of letters, might perhaps be not only as 
refpe£iable, but even as numerous as yours* 
But this is a queftion that is not to be 
decided by vote or authority, but by argu-^ 
ment ; and it is on this ground that we are 
now engaged. 
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^enes addrefftd to Mr. Palmek 



THUS, Sir, rhave dlftinaiy replied 
to every thing that I imagine your* 
felf can think material in your Appendix^ 
in which you {^^j you have *< noticed 
*^ thofe parts of my Letter to you which 
*^ were <leemed mbft material." Now, as 
you would not have voluntarily undertaken 
the difcuffion of this argument with me, 
without having well weighed your force in 
it, and being dete^rmined to bring it to 
fbmething more like a proper clofe ; I hope 
that, notwithftanding you fay you fliall 
now '* decline the controverfy," you will, 
on more mature confideration, refume it, 
and give me, as the Spedtator pleafantly 
iaj^Sf more.k^^mQrds of Richard Baxter. I 



/hall thcFefofe tdl you^ 1*^hat I thihk you 
have omitted, and what it behoved you 
more particularly to have repli©d to in mf 
Letter. And, farther, to make the conti^ 
nuation of the correfpondcttce more eafy to 
you, I fhall ftate thofe matters in* diftinA 
queries J to vrhich, if you pleafe, ybu- may 
reply in order. 

* ■♦ »■ r • , . f 

• .^ • ■ . • » 

. I. You had faid.that a determination of 
the mind is not a^f. effeSf without a caufe^^ 
though it be not produced' by any motive, . 
h^^ixxi&j^felf-det^rmimr^^ the 

caufe. I replied, that,.allowing this fup^ofed 
power to be the caiife of choice m genfral^^ 
it can no more be confidered as the caufe of 
afay pnrtivular clboicej- tlian* the nhfkf^ of the 
air in JgcnieJralrcaii^be-fefei: tb h^ thd»^t8fe 
of any particular wm^; .bdc^tjfe all winds 
are equally motions dfth^aili,ia Ad ^there- 
fore, that there nauft bfe ix^x:^ fbrtter caufe 
of- any particular v^indr. I d^ftrQ';ybU' td' 
point out. the infufficiency of this anfwer- 
Tbi§ it the morfi bchow you tq dbf, be-r 
■ ^ P 3 caufe 
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caufe it refpeds not the outworks , but. the 
very inmojl retreat of your dodlrine of 
liberty. If you cannot defend yourfclf 
againft this attack, you muft furrender at 
difcretion. Neceffity, with all its horrid 
fonfequences^ will enter in at the breach; 
and you know that neceflarians, though 
flothful to good, are adtive enough in mif- 
chief, and give no quarter. 

That you fliould fay you had not paffed 
over any thing of the argumentative kind in 
my'Leiter^ which Jiemed to require a reply ^ 
and yet have overlooked this moft material 
article, as well a? many others, furpriles 
ine not a little, 

Qo this fubjedi I.alfo.beg you would 
not . fail to give particular attention to the 
fifth article of noty Additional Illufirations^ 
printe4iii ih^ correjpondence with Dr. Price, 
p. 288, in which, I think I have proved 
decifivejy, that the mind.it/elfczxi never be 
confidered ; as a proper and fufficient caufo 
of particfikfr determination!. . 

It 
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It was unfortunate for thcfc Illufirations^ 
that they did not appear till after the great- 
eft part of your firft treatife was written^ 
and yet fo long before your appendix^ that 
I fuppofe they were forgotten. Though, a9 
you had feen them before you wrote the 
preface^ and confcquently fome time before 
the publication of your firft piece, you had 
a good opportunity of animadverting upon 
them, and might he expedled to do it in a 
cafe that fo nxaterially aftefted your main 
argument. 

You now fayi in general, that ** now 
** I have read them, they appear as little 
" fatisfaftory as the former; and that to 
** all which Dr, Prieftley has advanced in 
** the correfpondence. Dr. Price appears 

'* to have given a very clear and fufficient 

■ * 

*' reply." But this particular article, not 
being a proper part of the correfpondence, 

you will find, that Dr* Price has not re- 
plied to it at all, and therefore your anfwer 
to it is not precluded. I particularly 

D 4 intreat 
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intreat yon to refute what is tl^ere nd- 
vanccd. Ppint ouf to me any thing myaur 
'mark, which you think I have not fuffi- 
ciently confidered, and Ipropufe to be as 
particular in my difcvii^on of it ^s ypu 
pleafe. 

2. 1 endeavoured to fliew, in my fecond 

, .•. ..►»»■•<•» 

Seftion, that the argument from th^ cpn- 
iideration of caufe and effed: does no^, a« 
you fay, go on the fuppofition.of a Jtmi-- 
larity of the conjiituent principles qf, m(kttcr 
and fpirit^ but only on the determination 
of thf, mind being (ubjed to any laws, at 
all I and therefore that the caufe of liberty 
can derive no advantage from the com- 
monly received principles o^ the pnmate- 
riality of the human foul. You ihould have 
faid, whether my reply was fatisfa^ory to 

you, or not. But perhaps I am to inter- 

'if.... T' • . . * « t • ■ . 

pret your flence on any fubjedt to be an 
acquiefcence in what I x)bferved concerning 
it, and not as an article that you thaught top 

obvipufly inconcluiive tp demand any reply. 

■ '■•« •> .»-'• 

.* . : "l 3, Pleafc 
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3. Ple?ife to produce ibme direft proof of 
the «xiftence of. the f elf determining powet 
you boaft £:> much of. | v^i^n i, proof 
from faif, and not frpflfi a nicely itn^gHied 
feelingy or . confcioufnefs of it,, whigh one 
perfon may affert, and anoth^ri who 16 cer- 
tainly foflftj tu ted in the fanie manner/ may 
d^y* What I afiert is> that all we canfeel^ 
or be aof^cious ofy in the dafe, is |:hat our 
a<SiQrV3w; corporeal or mOntaJ^ depend; upon 
our ^«tf, or pkafurti but to fayrthat oiir 
wills:^4fe not always inftUcnccd by motinses^ 
is fo f;?T/ from being agreeable ^ that it is 
^ivtdily :\contrary to all experience in our- 
fclves, andall obfetvation of others* 



f 



,4, You have (aid ndfhing to exiplain, of 
foftea your denial cf :thiB. doiftrine oi divine 
jprejcience^ which, . as ; a . >chriJHan^ ' and a 
chriJUfii^ minijier^ it grfeatly ; behoves you 
to do* You pretend -10 I* ihoeked at the 
confequences of the doiftririe; ^ neceffity, 
which ex^ only in your owa imagination i 
but here is a cohfeqHcnce of your doftrine 
'\ of 



» 
\ 
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of liberty, dircdlly repugnant to the whole 
tenor of revelation, as it has been under-^ 
ilood by all who have ever pretended 
to any faith in it, though they have dif- 

£^ttd- ever fo much in other things. It 
will be well worth your while to make 
another appendix to your book, if it were 
only to give fome little plaufibility te this 
bufineis, and either to fhew, if you caft, 
that the divine prefcience is not a 6oditm^ 
of the fcriptures, or that the facred writers 
were miftaken with rcfpeft to it* Befides, 
it is 'incumbent upon you to £hcw^ inde- 
pendent of your profeffion as a. chriftian, 
how, on your own principles,' any fuch 
government of the world as we fee to take 
place could cj^ift.i: : To fay, as yiu do, that 
God, notwithftahding Jhia want of prefd*: 
encb, may yet govern. free beings »ift the. 
bcft^ manner that free beings am 'toe go- 
verned, will avail you nothing ; becaufe V^ 
qiaihtain, that if liberty bd what you de- 
fine it to be, a power of proper felf^deter" 
minatiofii fuch beings cannot be- gdveriied at 

alh 
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all. I have (hewn that it is impoffible they 
fhould ever be proper fubjedls of moral 
government. The. Divine Being canoot 
centroul their adtions.; the influence of all 
ihotives (the only inftruments of ;noral 
government) will be altogether uncertain ; 
he can form no judgment of their ^fFeft; 
and, in confequencp, all muft he anarchjr 
and confufion. 

But I would rather advife you to. retraS- 
what you have too haflily advanced. If 
poflible, thinic of fome method of recon- 
ciling^r^/V«r^ with ^ Hherfy ; and by no- 
means purchafc your liberty at fo very* great 
a price. At lelft htiidryfufey in the firft 
place, that it is worth fo much. ^ 

\ 

If, as I fuppofe will be the cafe,* you 
/hould not be able to reconcile prejcience 
with your inore favourite doftrine o£ free^ 
nvill, be advifed by me, rather than give 
up the former fo lightly as you do> to keep 
it at all events I even though, /io'brderto 
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do iU you ihould be obliged to rank it (a» 
many truly pious chriftians do the doctrines 
of tranfubftantiation and the T^rinity) among 
die myfieries of faith ^ things to be held 
iacred^ and not to he fubmitted to rational 
inquiry. On no account would I abandon 
fuch a do(3xine as that of Divine prefcience^ 
while I retained the lead refpeift for " reve- 
lation, or wifhed to look with any fatis- 
fadtion on the moral government under 

tvhich I live. 

■ . ' . . . » 

<•-•■■•■■ - , . . , 

Leii yo.u fhould think all, this to be no^ 
thing liiore than aflfe^ed ferioufnefs, and^e 
language of a mere icpntroverfi^lift> pufli- 
iftg Jii^iadverfary on a precJipice, I fliall quote 
what a brother ©f yopiis in. this-yery.con- 
troverfy with me obferves j and it is no lefs 
a.p^fpn. than the cele^br?,ted Mr^ Bryant. 
Andr;;W'hen . he (aftqrDr/ -Price and your- 
felf ) . fli^l have advanced alL i^hat he is 

* s 

able, I fhould think- ,tHe publil? will be 
fatis^d t^hat the mo(ft ' ample J ufUce ^muil 
Ivtve^beefi jlone to tl^t fide of th^ .queftion. : 

vf. Speaking, 
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Speaking' of thofe who fcruple not to give 
up the doftrine ofdivme prefdence, rather ^ 
than abandon that ^iUherty^ he fays^ in his 
Addrefr to me^ p* 36^ ** They muft then give 
^* up tY^ Jcriptures at the fame time, and 

** with the fcriptures, their religion and 
*^ faith. For in the facred writings the 
** foreknowledge of the deity is not only 
*^ inculcated as a doSlrine^ but proved by a 
•• variety of events'* — If, fir, the earneft 
language of what you may fuppofe (though' 
ycry unj uftly) to be enmity fail to move you, 
let ih?Lt of friendjhip prevail* 

If after this repeated warning, you fhould 
perfift in treating the dod:rine of divine 
prefcience as a thing of fo little confequence, 
the moft truly candid thing I can fay is what 
you have quoted, and endeavoured to expofe, 
as the extreme of uncharitablenefs when firft 
advanced in my controverfy with Dr, 
Beattie, on the fame occafion. But becaufc 
you may think the figurative expreflion too 
ftrong (though, in fadt, the fl:ronger it is 

the 
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the better apology it makes;) I fhall fay the 
fame thing in other words* •* It is what 
^^ the heat of difputation has betrayed you 
** into. You are blind to the confequences, 
** and therefore you know not what you do.^* 

5. I particularly defire you would once 
more go over with me the fubjed: of the 
fraSiical influence of the dodtrine of necef- 
fity. This is far from being, in my opinion, 
the dark fide of my argument, I love, 
and rejoice in this view of it ; confident, 
and I hope I may add, feeling, that, whea 
rightly underftood, it is highly favourable 
to every thing that is great and good in 
man. Tell me whether the belief of the 
certainty of the end, without any idea of 
the neceffary connexion of the means by 
which it is brought about (which is the 
dodrine of Calvinifm) does not work one 
way, and the belief of the certainty of the 
end, only as a confequence of its neceffary 
connexion with the previous ipeans (which 
i$ the dodlrine of philofophical necejfity) 

does 
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does not work another way. Re-perufe 
my account of their diiFerent influences, 
and fhew, from a jufter view of the princi- 
ples of human nature, that, with thole 
appreheniions, men mufl feel and a6t dif-* 
ferently from what I have fuppofed they 
naturally would do. 

« 

6. I like wife defire you would particu- 
larly attend to what I have obferved in my 
feventh fedion, with refped: to the ufe of 
the term agency and refponjibility ; becaufe; 
if what I have there obferved be juft, you, 
and other defenders of the dodrrinc of 
liberty can derive no advantage whatever 
from any argument in which it is taken 
for granted, that man, in your fcnfe of the 
terms, is an agent, and a rejponjible being 5 
as I fhew, that the ftate of moral govern- 
ment in which we are, is pcrfe<9:ly confift- 
cnt with, nay, pre-fuppofes the dodlrine 
of neceflity 5 that for this purpofc it is fuf^ 
ficient that man be, in the popular itvSit of 
the word only, and not in a fenfc that pre- 
- fuppofts 
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fuppofes the doftrine of liberty, an agentf 
and rej^onfible. Nay, I beg you would 
fhew how maH, conftituted as you fuppofc 
him to be, can be a fubje£t of moral govern- 
ment at all. 

7. As you lay great ftrefs on the feclinjf 
of remorfe^ I beg you would confider, and 
reply to what I have urged on that fubjedt,. 
in my letter to you, p. 62, and my addi-* 
tional illufirations^ p^ 296. If my ftate of 
the faft be juft, no argument from that 
topic can avail you any thing; ^vtvf juft 
view of that fubjedt being extremely fa- 
vourable, rather than unfavourable, to thf 
dodrine of neccffity. 

Pleafe to obferve that all thefes queries 
relate to matters ftri&ly argumentative^ or 
that muft be allowed to have weight in 
forming our judgment on the fubjed: in 
debate ; and do not pafs them over a fecond 
time, as if they were things of another 
nature^ and fuch as you are under no obli« ' 

gatioa 
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gatioh to notice. Say, if yx)u: plcafe, an^ 
prove it, if you can, that what I have ad-^ 
vanccd with refpeft to theili is inconclufive j 
but do not pafs them over in iilence, as if 
they were not of an argumentative nature^' 
or indeed, not very materially io. 
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THE CONCLUSION, 

Dear Sir, 

IDo not know that it is neceflary for me 
to call your attention particularly to any 
other points in conteft between us ; but I 
earneftly beg your explicit reply to thefe 
fewl Many controverfies have terminated 
without effedt, and without any advantage 
t6 the caufe of truth, merely becaufe the 
parties have not come to a fair ijjuey but 
have left their readers wifliing to know 
wh^ the one of the other ef them would 
have replied to this or that argument, or to 

E this 
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thie or that ftste, or view of it. I wifh to 
c^rry this controverfy tp its proper conclufion. 
For my part^ I will readily anfwer any 
queftion you fhall think proper to propofe' 
to me, and ihall do it without the kail 
feferve or evafion. Yoi^ believe that I would.. 
I only beg that you would, in like manner, 
reply tgm^Q. _ More, I think, is to be done 
by diftind: interrogatories^ and categorical 
anfwers, than in any other manner. , Let 
us, however, try this method. A very few 
more fhort pieces, which, with what we 
have already publifhed, would not make too 

hyxlky a^ngle volume for each of us, might,; 
I think, exhaufl all that we can now have 
to fty that is material. Why then, when, 
the trouble will be fo little, and the , ad- 
vantage may be fo great, ihould you decline 
this bufinefs prematurely ? You have, ^^ec- 
tainly as much leifure for. the difcuflion as 
J have; and as it was yqu that called :m^ 
out, and not I that called upon you, I 
fliould imagine you have flpt \t:.h,zeal ia 

the caufe jthan myfelf. .... 

\ . You 






DOCTRINE OF NECESSITY. ^I. 

You cannot apprehend from me any thing 
ofFenfive to you in my manner of writing,' 
any more than I can with refpedt to youj 
nor fhall I take offence at little things. 
You may make what reflexions you pleafe . 
on my temper or manner j and there are 
points enow to hit in both, if you be fb 
difpofed. You have my leave beforehand|^ 
to fay that I am mfolent in one place, and 
arrogant in another ; and you may parody 
my moft obnoxious paragraphs, whether 
in the work you are anfwering, or out of it ^ 
if it will ferve to amufe yourfelf or your 
readers. If there be more of pleafantry 
than ill-nature in your ftriftures, I wiU 
chearfully bear it all, and with Themifto- 
clcs to Paufanias, fay, jirike me, and as 
often as you pleafe, but hear me^ aod an- 
fwer me. 

I 

Whatever I have heen^ or may be to 
others^ you fhall have nothing to complain 
pf with refped: Xo yourfelf perfonally \ and 
I am fo happy to find myfelf engaged with 

■ 

a perfon 



.r 
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a perfon of undoubted judgment in the 
controverfy, that, I own, I am very un- 
V^illing to part with you fo foon. I fhall be 
like Horace's friend, and you muft have 
recourfe to as manyftiifts to get quit of me. 

Hoping, therefore, to have the fatif- 
faftion of hearing from you again on the 
fubjeft, and wifhing your reply may be as 
fpeedy as will be confiftent with its being 
iff^ll weighed, I am. 

Dear Sir, 

Your very humble fervant. 



J. PRIESTLEY, 



Ca/ne, u4pril ij^o 



